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CHAPTER I 
INTRODUCTION 
There has been much discussion on teacher performance as it relates to student 
outcomes (McGreal, 1982). Demands for public school accountability, which began 
receiving national attention in the late 1950s reached a high point in 1983 with the 
publication of A Nation at Risk. Since 1983, state and national governing bodies have taken 
many legislative actions shaping some aspects of the reform movement (Wahlberg, 1986). 
The one aspect which has received the most attention is teacher evaluation (Duke, 1987). 
Background 
A great deal of attention is being turned to effective methods of evaluating teacher 
performance. A 1979 Gallup Poll revealed that the public overwhelmingly supported the 
improvement of the quality of teachers through assessment or evaluation. Several factors 
have contributed to the lack of effective teacher evaluation. Until the late 1970s, there was 
virtually no research on effective teaching. Sweeney and Manatt (1986) noted that there was 
very little serious attention given to teacher evaluation until the late 1970s and that the 
previous two decades were marked by self-evaluations, ceremonial congratulations, and 
neglect. 
Valid criteria for performance evaluation are a major part of the process of evaluating 
teachers; however, lack of research-based criteria have hindered the process of assessing 
teachers (Bolam, 1985). There also has been a lack of consensus about the purpose of 
evaluation and which instruments should be used to effectively evaluate staff. Some 
concerns about performance evaluation instruments being used are: 
• Is there a "best" instrument that could be used by districts to ensure effective 
teacher assessment across the curriculum? 
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• What criteria and how many should be included on the instrument? 
• What types of scales will yield the information needed for growth, termination, 
pay, etc.? 
• Is one response mode more conducive to effective assessment than another? 
Prior to the 1970s, the criteria and categories, types of rating scales, response modes, 
comment sections, and formats used to assess teachers were reflective of the district's 
direction and biases (Buser & Pace, 1988). Recently, districts have begun to develop 
instruments with criteria and categories, rating scales, response modes, comment sections, 
and formats using concepts from the literature on effective teaching practices (Caldwell, 
1986; Delaware Department of Public Instruction, 1986; Florida Coalition, 1983). Still, we 
know very little about exactly what types of evaluation instruments are being used 
nationwide. 
Statement of the Problem 
There are many problems with teacher evaluation. Several factors have contributed 
to the lack of effective practices. One such factor is conflicting purposes and another is the 
evaluation instrument. Performance evaluations have many intents, including but not limited 
to the following: teacher growth, improvement in accountability, pay adjustments, 
preparation for possible teacher termination, acquisition of tenure, and retention. Several of 
these purposes are in conflict. 
Evaluation requires time, impacts instruction, costs money, and influences 
relationships. The process, in its best form, benefits students, teachers, administrators, the 
organization, and the schools (Redfern, 1983). One factor that consistently plays a key role 
in teacher evaluation is the summative teacher evaluation instrument (Harris, 1987). The 
summative evaluation instrument is used to document performance, rate employees, and 
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provide necessary feedback for growth and/or correcting deficiencies. Several critical issues 
still revolve around the evaluation instruments presently being used. 
The evaluation instrument may be comprised of several components: criteria and 
categories, rating scales, response modes, and comment sections. It also has a format 
showing how these elements are arranged. The focus of this study is to examine the criteria 
and categories, rating scales, response modes, and comment sections being utilized to 
evaluate teachers. 
Criterion generally means something used as a means of measuring or judging a 
person or thing. It is usually applied to a concept which may determine the value, 
excellence, or the lack of something. Criterion is an important part of the evaluation 
instrument (Allen, 1986). When designing an instrument, much thought needs to be put into 
which criteria to use. Some criteria are affective and some are cognitive: affective being 
those to describe traits and cognitive, those describing knowledge areas. Establishing criteria 
is an important issue in determining effective performance. Criteria, to be useful, must be 
applicable to all types of teaching in all contexts (Barr & Emans, 1980). Criteria used should 
be valid, reliable, and discriminating; valid meaning truthful, reliable meaning consistent, 
and discriminating meaning that the criteria can separate high teacher performance from 
average and sub-par performance (Manatt et al., 1976). 
Performance criteria can be enhanced in the evaluation process by the way the 
appraiser is asked to respond. Response modes, the manner in which an evaluator is asked to 
respond on the evaluation instrument, are important. They must provide information that 
specifically indicates what is measured. The response modes that are most commonly used 
in education and industry are: checklist, essay or narrative, and Likert-type response modes. 
Checklist consists of a number of items that are considered essential behaviors in the 
teaching-learning process. The evaluator usually checks the appropriate item or writes a 
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brief comment next to it to indicate the specific type of behavior manifested by the teacher. 
Holdzkom (1987) claims that this type of judgment by an observer is qualitative, referring 
merely to the existence or lack of a particular attribute, with no attempt being made to 
estimate the degree to which it prevails. Pulakos (1984) warns that to use a checklist 
intelligently, an evaluator must be aware of certain shortcomings of the checklist, among 
them the following: 
1. A checklist influences an evaluator to analyze teacher performance during a lesson 
according to a common pattern even though lessons may vary widely in form and 
purpose. 
2. Items on a checklist often are numerous and vary in significance. 
The narrative is a description of the ratee's qualities and attitudes in the words of the 
evaluator. The evaluator is required to describe in writing, the teacher's strengths, 
weaknesses, and potential, together with suggestions for improvement. The assumption 
underlying this approach is that a candid statement from an evaluator who is knowledgeable 
of an evaluatee's performance is more concrete and just as valid as more formal and 
quantitative response modes (Borman, 1977). The advantage of narratives is that they can 
provide detailed, specific feedback to evaluatees regarding their performance. Since 
narratives are almost totally unstructured and vary widely in length and content, two 
problems arise. First, comparisons across different teachers are virtually impossible since 
different narratives touch on different aspects of evaluatee's performance or personal 
qualifications, even if the narratives were written by the same evaluator. Second, the 
evaluatee's assessment may depend as much on the writing skills of the evaluator as on the 
performance of the evaluatee (Conley, 1987). 
A rating scale is a scale that is used to place a value on the performance of a teacher 
based on the data collected (Conley, 1987). The rating scale must be as objective as 
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possible. There are several types of rating scales in existence. Among them are: (1) 
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales, (2) Likert, and (3) Semantic Differential. Rating 
performance scales tend to be subjective and vulnerable to various types of errors such as 
contrast effects, first impressions, halo effects, similar-to-me effects, central tendency, and 
positive and negative leniency (Latham & Wexley, 1981). 
Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) concentrate on the behavior of the 
employee, not the employee's personality. However, this type of scale requires a great 
amount of time and effort to be successfully implemented. BARS are primarily used in the 
private sector. 
The Likert-type rating scale is the most frequently used, but has glaring weaknesses 
when used as a description of performance levels. There are three categories of Likerts: 
numerical, verbal, and end-anchored. On the numerical scale, numbers alone are 
meaningless, yet they do "scale" responses (Sapone, 1981). 
The semantic differential is a special scaling procedure for fixing meaning to objects 
and ideas. Few school districts like this type of scale, and it is rarely used. Developed in 
1957, the procedure enables the evaluator to explore what people perceive to be the meaning 
of a concept. The most common form of the semantic differential is generally presented as a 
group of seven-point scales, each of which has two adjectives, opposite in meaning, forming 
the opposite ends (Sapone, 1981; Weber, 1987). The semantic differential has many 
advantages. It has known properties. It is quick to use and easy to analyze, obtains 
information about a person, and yields it in a more systematic and useable form (Harris, 
1987). This type of scale is seldom a part of the educational evaluation system. 
In general, rating scales contain a listing of descriptors regarding certain teacher 
classroom behaviors. When using such a scale, the rater judges the extent to which a teacher 
manifests the quality described by putting a check on a number scale or a comment (such as 
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good, improving, conditional, unacceptable, etc.). There is some question on the validity of 
rating scales. Brandt (1987) maintains that rating scales tend to enhance subjective biases 
when they cover a considerable period of time and a wide variety of conditions and teacher 
behaviors. 
Not all instruments use the above response modes. Some utilize the free response 
mode, the narrative. The narrative provides the greatest challenge to evaluators as most 
supervisory training deals with formative data collection and how to write descriptively 
rather than judgmentally. Therefore, narratives may be developed from data collected 
formatively and judged summatively. 
The teacher performance evaluation instrument should provide information to 
teachers that will enable them to grow and improve (Allen, 1986). The comment or feedback 
section plays an important role in this growth or improvement process. Evaluation 
instruments may have feedback sections at the end of each criterion area, or they may 
provide space for the evaluator to give a general summary of the evaluatee's performance at 
the end of the instrument. In some instances, instruments provide space for evaluatees to 
comment on the assessments made. 
The format of the evaluation instrument refers to the position of the categories in 
relation to the criteria, the type of response mode used, the type of rating scale used, and the 
absence or presence and location of sections for comments by the evaluator and evaluatee. 
Instruments may have criteria that are embedded in the instrument; that is, they follow 
immediately the category, and others may have the criteria included in supplementary 
materials that are given to the evaluatee. 
Purpose of Study 
The importance of teacher evaluation has never truly been questioned (Holley, 1979). 
The task of developing a summative evaluation instrument is complex, difficult, and time 
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consuming (Stodalsky, 1984). The summative evaluation is important in that it provides data 
for use in making career decisions such as granting tenure, terminating unsatisfactory 
teachers, and rewarding outstanding teachers. It involves judgments affecting a teacher's 
employment status, recognition, or compensation. 
If we are ever to determine how successful our teacher evaluations are at achieving 
their purposes, we must first know more about the current state of the systems nationally. 
Research questions 
The following questions guided this study: 
1. What are the types, number of the categories, and criteria that are typically being 
used on summative teacher performance evaluation instruments? 
2. What is the percent of perfomiance criteria used for each category, and to what 
extent do the criteria describe each category? 
3. Are the criteria embedded in the evaluation instrument, or are they discrete? 
4. What percentage of the instruments use a rating scale? What types of rating scales 
are being used? 
5. What response modes are being used? 
6. What are the types of summative evaluation instruments? 
7. To what extent does district size relate to the type of instrument being used? 
Hypotheses 
To fulfill the purposes of this study, the following hypotheses will be tested: 
1. The type of summative evaluation instruments used is dependent on the size of the 
district and the purpose for which the evaluation instrument is designed. 
2. The position of criteria on evaluation instruments (embedded or discrete) is 
dependent on purpose and district size. 
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3. The type of response mode used is dependent on the purpose of the evaluation 
instrument and district size. 
4. The type of rating scale used is dependent on purpose and size of the district. 
Assumptions 
This study is based on the following assumptions: 
1. Teacher evaluation is crucial to effectiveness in the classroom. 
2. Instruments for measuring teacher effectiveness are essential elements of the 
evaluation process and are used for identifying, remediating, and dismissing 
teachers. 
3. Teacher evaluation is a multi-faceted process of which the instrument is a vital 
part. 
4. Most districts will not use narratives. 
5. Most districts will not use BARS and Semantic Differentials; therefore, questions 
related to these subjects will not be investigated. 
Delimitation of the study 
The following factors limited the scope of this study. 
1. This study examined only summative teacher performance evaluation instruments 
being used nationally. 
2. The study did not examine the summative teacher performance evaluation 
instruments used in states that have mandated evaluation systems. 
3. The study included only districts with twenty or more teachers. 
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DEFINITION OF TERMS 
• Behavioraiiy Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) - A performance rating dimension with 
scaled behavioral examples anchoring the different effectiveness levels on the 
dimensions. 
• Category - Broad areas relating to effective teaching. Categories provide an organized 
framework for the evaluation process. 
• Checklist - A two-point scale on which the rater indicates satisfactory or unsatisfactory 
demonstration of performance. 
• Criteria - Actual items upon which teachers will be evaluated. The criteria describes 
skills and behaviors related to effective teachers. 
• Formative Evaluation - Evaluation that identifies the teacher's strengths and weaknesses 
so that appropriate reinforcement or remediation can take place. It is 
developmental in nature. 
• Likert - A scale on which the rater checks one of five to seven possible responses to each 
statement. 
• Narrative - An orderly description of a teacher's performance. In a narrative, the 
respondent develops an answer. 
• Rating Scale - Typically an insti-ument with a number of items related to a given variable, 
each item representing a continuum of categories between two extremes. 
• Response Mode - The manner in which we rate a performance on an evaluation 
instrument. 
• Semantic Differential Scale - A scale presented as a number of seven points, each of 
which has two adjectives, opposite in meaning. 
• Summative Evaluation - Evaluations that provide data for use in making career 
decisions such as granting tenure, terminating unsatisfactory teachers, and 
rewarding outstanding teachers. It involves judgments affecting a teacher's 
employment status, recognition, or compensation. 
• Undifferentiated Weight Numerical - A scale on which all points are numbered but not 
given verbal descriptors. 
• Verbal Continuous Scale - A scale on which all points on the scale are given a simple 
verbal label. 
• Verbal End-Anchored - A scale on which only the end points are given labels. 
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CHAPTER II 
REVIEW OF LITERATURE 
Historical Perspective 
The topic of teacher evaluation is not a new one. Williams (1971) provided a brief 
review stretching from about 500 B.C. in Greece to 1970 A.D. in North America. After 2500 
years of some attention, recent summaries indicate that little progress has been achieved. 
The initial focus on teachers seemed to have occurred in the English grammar school of the 
seventeenth century, when competency was operationally defined as the teacher's proficiency 
in classroom and student management. Prior to that, the literature indicates that the burden 
for learning was placed on the pupil, not the teacher (Hoole, 1907). 
In 1915, Boyce was the first to study an instrument to measure teacher efficiency. 
The instrument presented the principal with a list of criteria thought to be related to teacher 
effectiveness. The principal then rated the teacher on each criterion by recording a number 
representing his or her opinion of the teacher's effectiveness. Bobbitt (1912) and Vubberly 
(1916) urged administrators to work toward turning out a standard product using scientific 
measurement. 
Teacher evaluation reflected that human relation was more influential in producing 
results than were scientific principles during the 1930s and 1940s. Reavis and Cooper (1945) 
noted that social relations, personal chaiacteristics, and noninstructional school services were 
the three items most frequenUy used for rating teachers during that period. Self-evaluation, 
ceremonial congratulations, and neglect marked the style of teacher evaluation in the 1950s. 
Sweeney and Manatt (1986) noted that the 1960s and 1970s were a time when there was a 
search for relevance in the classroom and a thirst for individuality and human dignity. 
In past years the public has lost faith in educational institutions. Teacher evaluation 
in an organization reveals generally what is valued in the organization, yet in some districts it 
11 
is still a perfunctory bureaucratic requirement that provides little or no help for teachers and 
little information on which school districts can base decisions. At the beginning of the 
1970s, a familiar word took on new meaning in the professional educator's lexicon-
accountability. The field of education has been seriously impacted by the public's demand 
for accountability. State after state enacted legislation relative to educational accountability. 
Popham (1970) states that educational accountability means that the instructional system 
designer takes responsibility for achieving the kinds of instructional objectives which are 
previously explicated. One method used by states and districts to address the public's 
concern for accountability is the use of evaluation instruments for measuring teacher 
performance. 
During the last decade a number of changes in traditional teacher performance 
evaluation practices have been proposed as policymakers seek ways to screen out less 
competent teachers and to reward the more competent. These changes have tended to create 
more elaborate evaluation procedures. Teacher evaluation is influenced by several factors. 
Among them are: past practices, industry, government influences, sociological factors, 
values, sentiments, and preferences of American society (Sweeney & Manatt, 1986). 
Teacher evaluation programs and practices have been championed by educators as 
the ultimate means for educational improvement. Earlier approaches to increasing the 
accountability of schools, such as Management by Objectives and other results-oriented 
models have given way to programs and policies targeting improvements in teacher 
certification, selection, and job performance (Riley, 1985). 
Teacher Evaluation - The Challenge 
There are many problems with teacher evaluation. A number of factors have 
contributed to the lack of effective practices. One such factor is conflicting purposes and 
another is teacher evaluation instrumentation (Hermann, 1987). 
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Conflicting purposes of teacher evaluation 
McGreal (1983) and Wide and Darling-Hammond (1984) note that a consistent 
finding in almost all successful evaluation systems is the importance of establishing a clear 
understanding of the purpose of the system, which must then be reflected in procedures and 
processes and the use of the proper instrument. Most researchers seem to agree that the 
major purposes of teacher evaluation are to: 
1. Provide a process that allows and encourages supervisors and teachers to work 
together to improve and enhance classroom instructional practices. 
2. Provide a process for bringing structured assistance to marginal teachers. 
3. Provide a basis for making more rational decisions about the retention, transfer, or 
dismissal of teachers. 
4. Provide a basis for making more informed judgments about differing performance 
levels for use in compensation programs such as merit pay plans or career ladder 
programs. 
5. Provide information for determining the extent of implementation of knowledge 
and skills gained during staff development activities and for use in judging the 
degree of maintenance of the acquired knowledge and skills. (Bolton, 1973; 
Denham, 1987; Harris, 1986; Redfern, 1980). 
Popham (1986) states that teacher evaluation has two separate purposes. The first 
purpose is the improvement of teachers' skills so that they can become more effective. He 
noted that this type of evaluation is frequently described as formative evaluation, for it helps 
modify teachers' instructional behaviors. As the formative evaluation concentrates on 
teachers' weaknesses and strengths, Weber (1987) noted that there should be no tenure or 
termination decisions associated with formative teacher evaluation. 
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The second purpose of teacher evaluation focuses on changes in status: granting of 
tenure, deciding to place or not to place a teacher on probation, or making decisions 
concerning dismissal of a teacher. This type of evaluation is called summative because it 
deals with more final, summary decisions about teachers (Popham, 1986). Summative 
evaluation may be convenient for ranking teachers according to merit and eliminating 
incompetent teachers; these evaluation models also appeal to advocates of merit pay or 
master teacher plans (Weber, 1987). 
Weber (1987) maintains that it is a mistake to think that one purely formative or 
summative system can serve the purpose of growth, accountability, school improvement, and 
personnel decisions. Most districts claim to be meeting all these goals with a single 
measurement instrument. There are few issues in education that are more potentially 
explosive than teacher evaluation. The evaluation of teachers is a timely and controversial 
issue. Educators generally agree, however, that some way should be found and an 
instrument devised to ensure the competence of the teachers in school systems today (Steffy, 
1983). 
The Evaluation Instrument 
As there are two basic types of evaluations, the instruments used to assess teacher 
performance generally are categorized in a like manner-formative and summative 
instruments. The formative instrument identifies the teacher's strengths and weaknesses so 
that appropriate reinforcement or remediation can take place; and the summative provides 
data for use in making career decisions such as granting tenure, terminating unsatisfactory 
teachers, and rewarding outstanding teachers. It also involves judgments affecting a teacher's 
employment status, recognition, or compensation (Astuto & Clark, 1985). The evaluation 
instrument is comprised of several components: criteria and categories, response modes. 
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rating scales, comments or feedback sections. Further, the evaluation instrument has a 
certain design or structure that is known as the format of the instrument. 
Categories and criteria 
Many educators have discussed the complex issues surrounding teacher evaluation 
and the problems encountered when attempting to establish categories and criteria that 
exemplify effective teaching. Adoption by districts of job-related evaluative criteria must be 
a high priority in the evaluation process (Andiews & Knight, 1987). 
Categories and criteria must conform to state statutory mandates, state and local 
board regulation, and negotiated agreements (Blumberg, 1974). Criteria utilized in employee 
evaluation may include both objective and subjective factors. What is critical is not whether 
subjective judgments are made and ultimately relied upon, but whether the criteria on which 
the judgments are predicated were validly related to the requirements of the position, 
observable, and properly applied (Blome, 1987). Although the categories and criteria 
selected do not necessarily ensure the total success of the evaluation instrument, they do 
represent fairly common perceptions of wliat makes good teaching as well as the essence of 
appropriate nonteaching responsibilities (Borman, 1977). 
Criteria found on the performance evaluation instruments are generally determined by 
central office and administrative personnel with some input from teacher unions (Denham, 
1987). The groups usually having the least involvement in determining evaluation criteria 
are state level agencies: state boards of education, state legislatures, and state departments of 
education. 
In theory, criteria can identify weak spots in the techniques and style used by the 
classroom teacher. However, there are two major risks in the use of criteria. First, whatever 
the criteria measure is what teachers, administrators, and parents will attend to most closely. 
It is difficult to create criteria that measure instructional content, instructional quality, and 
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those learning outcomes that are most valued. Second, criteria may not influence local 
policymaking sufficiently to justify the resources expended on them. 
The purposes of criteria have been given a variety of loosely defined labels: 
accountability, assessment, monitoring, evaluation, and guides to improvement. Whatever 
their intended use, criteria send strong messages to administrators, teachers, and parents 
about what is important. 
Response modes 
The response mode is the way the evaluator is asked to respond on the evaluation 
instrument (Conley, 1987). There are two basic types of response modes that may be utilized 
in the process of evaluating teachers. They are the free-response mode and the structured-
response mode (Hermann, 1987). The free-response format is one in which the evaluator 
develops an answer. The structured-response mode is one in which an answer is selected 
from a set of already provided responses. The free-response mode includes the narrative or 
essay response; and the structured-response mode includes rating scales and checklists. 
Where there are several different types of rating scales, the Likert-type response 
mode is often used in teacher performance evaluation. On a Likert-type response mode, the 
evaluator checks one of several possible responses to a statement. These responses may be: 
strongly agree, agree, undecided, disagree, strongly disagree, etc. 
Rating scales 
In the literature, the terms rating scale, score card, checklist, and appointment blanks 
all refer to similar rating instruments that were the most popular form of teacher appraisal up 
to the late 1950s and early 1960s. It must be understood that there is a difference in rating 
and measuring. Measurement is the collection of data about a performance while rating is 
placing a value on a performance based on the data collected (Shulman, 1988). A fairly 
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typical rating scale, or score card, was that of Elliot (1915), which included 42 traits that had 
been selected from previous research and were considered essential for effective teaching. 
Judgments were presented in numerical foim, and a total rating was obtained by summing 
the scores for each trait. A second type of rating scale produced a qualitative rather than a 
quantitative description of teaching and generally utilized a three-to-five point scale. These 
scales, called quality scales by Barr (1980), required rater judgment with regard to the 
presence or absence of traits or the degree to which they were present. 
An additional type of rating scale was intended for teacher self-appraisal and was one 
of the first of its kind. The "Boyce Card" (Boyce, 1915) received particular acclaim during 
the twenties and thirties and was frequently cited as an example of a useful rating scale. 
When evaluating teachers, the rating scale is not a measurement tool; it is a vehicle 
for placing a value on the performance of an employee. Ratings are observations that have 
been categorized or organized to provide summary information about the behavior of an 
individual. Rating scales range from simple graphic scales with no anchors to scales which 
include numerical anchors, descriptive adjectives, or both (Blome, 1987). They are popular 
because they are simple and easily administered. The evaluator responds by placing a mark 
to indicate his/her position on each item. Rating scales are used extensively in performance 
appraisal and in a wide range of other kinds of assessments. The possibilities for variation in 
the labeling of scales are enormous, as they range from giving no labels at all to giving 
lengthy textual descriptions of each scale point (Moore, 1987). As different raters may 
assign different meanings to the same anchors, raters may give discrepant ratings to a ratee 
even if they have the same perspective toward that person (Blome, 1987). 
In an effort to create less ambiguous rating scales. Smith and Kendall (1963) 
developed the Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) by using the critical incident 
technique of Flanagan and a retranslation procedure. BARS are rarely used because of the 
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complexities involved in deriving the behavioral anchors. Behaviorally anchored rating 
scales were developed to provide evaluators with a low-inference tool for observing and 
assessing the performance of an evaluatee (Ellett, 1986). Research has shown BARS to 
possess moderate reliability (Dickinson & Tice, 1973) and adequate convergent validity, but 
to lack discriminant validity (Jacobs, Kafry, & Zedeck, 1980). One advantage of the BARS 
is that it concentrates on the behavior of the teacher, not his or her personality (Burke & 
Lind, 1987). These response modes require a great amount of time and effort to be used 
successfully. The response mode must be continuously updated and validated to ensure that 
the behaviors specified are still relevant to the job (Thompson, 1982). 
Semantic differential scale is one that is presented as a number of seven points; each 
end has adjectives, opposite in meaning. A Likert scale employs various choices expressing 
different degrees of agreement or disagreement. Items are internally consistent so as to 
measure differences along a single dimension (Buser & Pace, 1988). Likert scales yield 
ordinal measurements because differences in numerical values are not equal (Latham & 
Wexley, 1981). In addition to their relative simplicity in construction, it is easy to perform 
item analysis on Likert scales. 
The three basic categories of Likert scales are: 
1. Verbal continuous scale in which all the scale points are given a simple verbal 
label. 
2. Verbal end-anchored scale or descriptive in which the end points are given labels 
but none of the other points (though numbers might be assigned to these other 
points). Occasionally, points other than the end are labeled; for example, the 
second and fourth points on a five-point scale. This scale is very similar to the 
numerical scales, with the difference being that the points of differentiation are 
characterized by descriptors that indicate the levels of performance. This scale is 
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more flexible than the numerical scale because the descriptors can be varied 
according to the performance levels being rated. The end-anchored or descriptive 
scale may present a semantic problem because some of the descriptors may vary in 
meaning among raters. 
3. Undifferentiated weight numerical scale in which the points are numbered but not 
given verbal descriptions; for example, the points might be labeled one to five. 
The instructions indicate that one is the lowest point of the scale but no verbal 
labels are used on the scale itself. Alternatively, the numbers may be defined 
more precisely, as when they are given specific percentage labels. The numerical 
rating scale is the simplest form of the absolute rating instrument. With this scale, 
the desired performance, trait, or ability of the evaluatee is divided into a fixed 
number of points. The number of points on the numerical scale depends on the 
number of differentiations required and the ability of the rater to make these 
differentiations. Most numerical scales contain five to nine points of 
differentiations. 
Research on numerical scales has produced a somewhat confusing picture. 
Numerical rating scales are especially useful for quantitative analyses of performance data. 
Major requirements for these scales are that performance dimensions and scale anchors be 
defined, preferably in terms of observable behaviors. 
Such scales can differ in a variety of ways. First, the scales may differ in their 
arithmetic means, in that one scale might produce higher ratings than others (Furtwengler, 
1987). This situation would make it invalid to compare responses obtained from scales using 
different formats. Second, scales might differ in their reliability, with one scale proving 
superior at producing similar results over repeated testings. Third, scales can differ in their 
validity, which is the degree of accuracy with which they measure the behavior which they 
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are designed to measure. Fourth, some scales may produce results which are closer to 
interval scaling than others. An interval scale is one in which all adjacent points on the 
scales are psychometrically equidistant from each other. Fifth, different rating scales may 
produce different degrees of variability in responses between evaluators. 
Blumberg, DeSoto, and Kuethe (1966) experimented with several formats, including 
end-anchored and numerical scales, but found no differences between these. Similarly, Finn 
(1972) obtained no differences between numerical scales, verbal scales, and end-anchored 
scales. Huck and Jacko (1974) observed that end-anchored scales produced lower overall 
means than numerical ones and noted that verbal scales were more reliable than numerical 
ones. The exception to this can be found when scales use quantified terms. 
Scales within the three categories of Likerts are the graphic scale and direct index. 
Graphic rating scales are one of four performance evaluation formats that are capable of 
delivering useful performance-related information. Graphic rating scales are designed to 
elicit performance ratings on employees on relevant dimensions of their job. They 
accomplish this goal by requiring raters to indicate each teacher's standing on a numerically 
or verbally anchored scale or on both. Graphic rating scales can take many forms and can be 
classified easily according to (1) whether the job dimension is defined and (2) whether the 
scale contains numbers only or a combination of numerical and verbal anchors. 
The graphic rating scale is the oldest quantitative performance appraisal tool and 
combines the qualities of the numerical and descriptive scales (Bell, 1983). Various 
adjectives or phrases that describe performance are set along a continuum. These adjectives 
or phrases cover the range of performance or ability being rated. The evaluator simply 
places a check mark on the segment of the line that best represents an impression of the 
individual. The advantage of this procedure is that it reminds the evaluator that the trait 
being evaluated is continuous and that intermediate points can be selected (Sapone, 1981). A 
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disadvantage of this approach is the difficulty of scoring these intermediate points. Graphic 
rating scales vary in three respects: (1) the degree to which the meaning of the response 
category is defined; (2) the degree to which the individual who is interpreting the ratings can 
tell clearly what response was intended; and (3) the degree to which the performance 
dimension being rated is defined for the evaluator (Pulakos, 1984). 
Graphic rating scales are less time consuming than narrative scales but they may not 
yield the same depth of information (George, 1987). There is some evidence that the 
reliability of graphic scales can be increased by using a vertical format where scales are 
anchored by examples. 
Some rating scales concentrate their attention on the specific accomplishments or 
results achieved by the teacher. Examples of these types of rating scales are the direct index 
rating scales which evaluate solely on the basis of the results achieved (George, 1987). For 
each job, several appropriate measures of output or results are identified and combined to 
form a numerical index. The advantage of the direct index is that it avoids errors of 
perception and biases on the part of the evaluator (Stevenson, 1987). The disadvantage of 
the direct index is that changes in the index number may not always represent changes in the 
evaluatee's performance. The index may be influenced by several things, among them being 
the effective work of others. Also, in a feedback session, little fact-based information can be 
given for developmental purposes when using this rating method. 
The literature compares these rating scales for their ability to minimize rater biases. 
The major biases discussed in the reseaich on rating scales are: leniency, central tendency, 
and halo. Leniency errors occur when the evaluator assigns all evaluatees a high 
performance rating and scores cluster at the top levels of the rating scale. Evaluators 
subscribe to their own set of assumptions, which may or may not be valid (Bell, 1983). 
Further, according to Bell, evaluators using these rating scales may be either inordinately 
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easy (positively lenient) or inordinately difficult (negatively lenient). Central tendency errors 
occur when evaluators avoid using the high and low extremes of rating scales and tend to 
cluster all ratings about the center of each scale (Ellett, 1986). The halo effect is perhaps the 
most pervasive error in rating scales. The evaluator assigns ratings on the basis of a global 
impression of the evaluatee and fails to distinguish among the levels of performance on 
different performance dimensions. 
Checklists 
Checklists, while not actually a scale, were developed to aid the evaluator in 
consistently comparing and rating certain criteria for personnel decisions (Burke & Lind, 
1907). This category includes general checklists, activities checklists, and lists of standard 
items to observe. General checklists, the least objective of the three, consisted of lists of 
teacher characteristics that had been determined somewhat subjectively. 
A checklist is an enumeration of a number of behaviors or features that constitute a 
procedure or product (Thorson, Miller, & Bellon, 1987). When using a behavioral checklist, 
the evaluator is provided with a series of descriptive statements of job-related behavior. 
Checklists usually contain lists of behaviors, traits, or characteristics that are either present or 
absent. The evaluator, by a check mark, indicates which statements are descriptive of the 
evaluatee or by what degree each statement is descriptive of the evaluatee (Lawton, Hickox, 
Leithwood, & Mussella, 1984.) Checklists have their greatest utility in measuring complex 
behavior that can be subdivided into more specific behavioral segments (Pulakos, 1984). 
Activities checklists and lists of standards are not usually used on teacher performance 
evaluation instruments. 
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Comment sections 
Comment sections are important because they provide a formai feedback to the 
evaluatee. Feedback is information concerning the correctness or incorrectness of a 
performance. Regardless of how or how often the job performance is measured, it is 
important for the appraiser to provide feedback to the evaluatee. Without systematic 
constructive feedback, the person being evaluated will have difficulty in making the 
corrections necessary to improve performance, in matching individual job performance 
expectations with those of the evaluator, and in assessing the progress that is being made 
toward career goals (Garawski, 1980). Researchers argue that knowledge of results increases 
the performance of the evaluatee (Hogue, 1987). Generally, the more specific the feedback 
is, the greater will be the increase in effectiveness of the evaluatee. 
Additionally, the quality of the feedback given to an evaluatee influences and 
promotes the effectiveness of that person. When teachers merely receive the evaluation 
instrument void of comments regarding performance, they do not learn as much and improve 
as much as when the evaluator places comments on the same instrument (Hogue, 1987). 
Numerous studies suggest that immediate feedback from the evaluator to the evaluatee is 
important both for promoting the validity and reliability of the data and for fostering a 
climate that is conducive to improvement on the part of the person being evaluated. 
The feedback or comment section can also present problems, however, for the 
evaluator and evaluatee. First, comments are extremely time consuming to write; second, 
written feedback may become stereotyped or vague and the comments may be misunderstood 
or be taken out of context. Even with these possible problems with utilizing the comment 
section or including one on an evaluation instrument, however, it is still extremely important 
to communicate to the evaluatee his/her strengths and weaknesses and to provide suggestions 
for remediation, when necessary, or maintenance and growth in a skill area (Buser & Pace, 
1988). 
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Format 
After the categories and criteria, type of response mode, rating scale, and position of 
comment section has been decided upon, all must be assembled into a coherent, functional 
whole. This gestalt is called the format of the evaluation instrument. There are several 
different ways to organize an evaluation instrument. First, if there is more than one type of 
item, items of the same type or discipline should be together. Further, if there is more than 
one variety of a certain type or discipline, all of them should be together (George, 1987). 
Such arrangements permit the evaluators to make better and more efficient use of their 
observation time. A second approach is to arrange disciplines on a continuum from least 
difficult to observe to most difficult to observe. 
Summary 
Major studies have indicated that far-reaching school reform measures are necessary 
to improve the quality of learning in America's schools. Few issues are more potentially 
explosive in this refomi than teacher evaluation. The evaluation of teachers is a 
controversial topic enhanced by the multiplicity of procedures and instruments used to 
evaluate staff. Still, almost everyone agrees that some way should be found to ensure the 
competence of teachers in public schools. In most states, boards of education have instituted 
some type of teacher evaluation system but few have specified the type of evaluation 
instrument that should be used. 
The process of designing and implementing an evaluation procedure and instrument 
is often frustrating. As a result, the teacher evaluation process and instrument used may not 
yield the hoped for results because of the lack of thought that has been given to the purpose 
of evaluation and the potential impact it has on teacher performance. 
In the absence of research or validating information to support the impact that teacher 
performance evaluation instruments have on teacher performance, the following issues have 
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been identified: (1) categories and criteria, (2) response modes, (3) rating scales, and (4) 
comment sections. 
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CHAPTER m 
METHODS AND PROCEDURES 
Introduction 
Educational research and development is a process used to create and validate 
educational products, procedures, or processes. One of the purposes of research and 
development is to bridge the gap that frequently exists between educational research and 
educational practice. The central purpose of this study was to analyze the summative teacher 
performance evaluation instruments presently being used in public school districts nationally. 
In particular, this study will examine the types of criteria and categories, response modes, 
rating scales, and the existence of comment sections that are found on evaluation 
instruments. 
The purpose of this chapter is to present and analyze the data relative to the basic 
question of the study: By what means and to what degree of consistency are school systems 
formally using summative evaluation instruments? In order to answer this question, the 
investigator attempted to determine which school systems were formally evaluating teachers 
with summative evaluation instruments and to make a critical analysis of teacher evaluation 
instruments that are used by such school systems. 
Collection of Data 
The sample 
The population which formed the basis for the design and selection of the sample of 
school districts was a list of local school districts and associated data items obtained from the 
United States Department of Education (DOE). This data set, provided on computer tape and 
titled, "Common Core of Data Public Education Agency Universe, 1987-1988," was used by 
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the DOE to produce the Directory of Public Elementary and Secondary Education Agencies, 
Spring 1988. 
The data set included 15,579 local school districts in the United States. In addition to 
district name, address, and telephone number, each record contained grade span, number of 
schools, number of classroom teachers, and number of students. The number of teachers was 
the aggregate number of classroom teachers reported for schools associated with the district 
on another DOE data set, "Common Core of Data Public School Universe, 1987-88." The 
number of teachers reported was not necessarily the total number of teachers assigned to the 
district, because teachers not assigned to one particular school would not be included. The 
number of classroom teachers was not reported by some 1,149 districts. For the purpose of 
sample design and selection, the number of teachers was estimated for these districts using 
the average student/teacher ratio for all districts with complete data. A single ratio was used 
because the ratios within states revealed little difference. 
Of the 15,579 districts on the list, the following districts were excluded for purposes 
of this study: 
1. Districts within states which have legislated mandates for determining procedures 
that must be used in teacher evaluation; these states were Alabama, Delaware, 
Georgia, Hawaii, North Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. 
These states were excluded as the components and formats of the instruments in 
mandated states are legislated at the state level, and this study is designed to 
examine types of instruments typically used by school districts across the country, 
2. Districts which had no corresponding school or schools listed on the Public School 
Universe. These so-called "nonoperating" districts possessed legal authority but 
did not operate any schools. 
3. Districts which had less that 20 classroom teachers. 
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After exclusion of one through three above, the sampling frame contained 9,760 school 
districts. These districts were grouped into eight geographic regions as listed below: 
New England: Connecticut, Maine, Massachusetts, New Hampshire, 
Rhode Island, and Vermont 
Mideast: District of Columbia, Maryland, New Jersey, New York, 
and Pennsylvania 
Southeast: Arkansas, Florida, Kentucky, Louisiana, Mississippi, and 
West Virginia 
Great Lakes: Illinois, Indiana, Michigan, Ohio, and Wisconsin 
Great Plains: Iowa, Kansas, Minnesota, Missouri, Nebraska, North Dakota, 
and South Dakota 
Southwest: Arizona, New Mexico, and Oklahoma 
Rocky Mountains: Colorado, Idaho, Montana, Utah, and Wyoming 
Far West: Alaska, California, Nevada, Oregon, and Washington 
Sampling procedure was determined in consultation and discussion with Dr. Roy 
Hickman, Professor and Leader, Department of Statistics, Statistical Laboratory, Iowa State 
University. The size of the sample to be used in this study was set at 700 school districts. 
The number of classroom teachers within the district was used as a measure of size for 
stratification becausce it was hypothesized that teacher evaluation procedures and practices 
would be associated with the number of teachers in the district. The 63 school districts that 
had 2,000 or more teachers were included in the sample with certainty. The remaining 
districts were grouped into four size strata according to the number of classroom teachers in 
the district. The strata were formed so as to include roughly the same number of teachers in 
each stratum. The remaining 637 sample districts were allocated to the strata at a rate 
somewhere between equal allocation and allocation proportional to the square root of the 
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number of school districts within the stratum. After ordering the districts within each 
stratum by number of teachers within state within geographic region, a systematic sample 
was selected. The table below indicates for each stratum the total number of school districts, 
the number of districts selected in the sample, and the sampling rate. 
Table 1. Type of public school districts categorized by size 
Stratum Total Number Sampling 
(Number of teachers) number of of sample rate 
districts districts (1 out of...) 
20 thru 119 6,496 217 29.94 
120 thru 249 1,891 178 10.62 
250 thru 599 986 153 6.44 
600 thru 1,999 324 89 3.64 
2,000 or more 63 63 1.00 
Total 9,760 700 
Process of data collection 
Transmittal letters (requests for evaluation instruments) were mailed to the 700 
school districts during the month of January. To expedite a speedy return, each district was 
provided a postage-paid, business reply mailing label that could be affixed to an envelope 
appropriate to tlie size of the evaluation instrument. Each district was asked to respond 
within 21 days from the date on the transmittal letter. Three hundred responses were 
received as the result of the first mailing. 
During the month of February, a second mailing request was made to those districts 
that had not responded. The second mailing yielded an additional 171 responses. As a result 
of the two mailings, a total of 566 responses (80-85%) were received from all states in the 
data set. The responding districts also provided a data summary of their districts with the 
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evaluation instrument. There were no responses from two states, New Hampshire and 
Vermont. 
Analvsis of data 
After receiving the summative evaluation instruments, it was necessary to analyze 
one of the most significant elements of that instrument—the categories. An analysis of the 
instruments yielded a group of categories and criteria which were common to all, in essence. 
Further, while criteria also were found to be common across instruments, the number of 
criteria used to support each category varied from district to district. 
The category and criteria were defined for this study by surveying all the returned 
teacher performance evaluation instruments and including all categories and criteria that 
appeared on 75 percent or more of the evaluation instruments received. The taxonomy for 
the criteria in this study is in keeping with those on the SIM Teacher Performance 
Evaluation instrument which is a research-based evaluation instrument which measures 
teacher performance. 
The evaluation instruments were also divided into types-category/criteria rating 
scale, category/criteria checklist, category/criteria narrative, category/narrative, and 
category/criteria performance standard. For those areas, the frequency, percentage, mean, 
median, and range was determined. 
Prior to performing statistical tests for each research hypothesis, it was also necessary 
to develop an appropriate database from which these tests could be performed. The next step 
in this process consisted of converting the types of instruments, presence or absence of 
criteria, if criteria were or were not explained, types of response modes, types of rating 
scales, location of comment sections, and if the instrument provided for a comment from the 
evaluatee to a numeric mode. The following procedure was used to make this conversion: 
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Component Numeric Equivalent 
TYPES OF INSTRUMENTS 
Categoiy/Criteria Rating Scale 1 
Category/Criteria Checklist 2 
Category/Criteria Narrative 3 
Category/Narrative 4 
Category/Criteria Performance Standard 5 
CRTTERIA 
Criteria Embedded in Instrument 1 
Criteria Discrete in Instrument 2 
RESPONSE MODES 
Rating Scales 1 
Checklists 2 
Narratives 3 
RATING SCALES 
Verbal End-Acnhored 1 
Verbal Continuous 2 
Undifferentiated Weight Numerical 3 
COMMENT SECTIONS 
Comment section provided 1 
No comment section 2 
A data set was generated at the Iowa State University Computer Center. The SPSS-X 
(Statistical Package for Social Sciences-X) computer program was run using subprogram 
frequencies, percent, and crosstabs. The data provided by the instruments were organized 
and analyzed under the following headings: 
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1. Kinds of summative evaluations used. 
2. Number of categories on each instrument. 
3. Number of criteria for each category, 
4. Size of the school district (using teacher population as indicator of size). 
Human Subjects Release 
The Iowa State University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects in Research 
reviewed this project and concluded that the rights and welfare of the human subjects were 
adequately protected, that there were no risks to the subjects, that confidentiality of data was 
assured, and that informed consent was obtained by appropriate procedures. 
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EXPANDED VISUAL MODE OF THE CHARACTER 
OF THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
COMPONENTS OF EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS 
Category 
Criteria 
Components Checklist 
Rating Scale 
Narrative 
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EXPANDED VISUAL MODE OF THE CHARACTER 
OF THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
TYPES OF INSTRUMENTS 
Category/Criteria/Rating Scale 
Category/Criteria/Checklist 
Types Category/Criteria/Narrative 
Category/Narrative 
Category/Criteria/Performance Standard 
EXPANDED VISUAL MODE OF THE CHARACTER 
OF THE EVALUATION INSTRUMENT 
RESPONSE MODES AND RATINGS SCALES 
Free-form Nairative 
Response Mode 
Checklist (dichotomous) 
BARS 
Rating Scale 
Semantic Differential 
<End-Anchored Continuous 
Undifferentiated Weight 
Numerical 
Likert 
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CHAPTER IV 
FINDINGS 
The primary purpose of this study was to examine the summative teacher 
performance evaluation instruments that are being used nationally and report on categories, 
criteria, response modes, and rating scales in use in school districts across the nation. Seven 
hundred (700) randomly selected school districts were asked to provide copies of their 
summative teacher evaluation instrument or indicate they did not have an instrument. The 
data reported in this chapter reflect findings from the 566 districts that responded. Table 2 
shows that 460 (66%) districts did have summative teacher performance evaluation 
instruments, 106 (16%) did not have these instruments, and 134 (19%) did not respond. 
Nine states have mandated teacher performance evaluation instruments. They were 
not included in this study. Those states are: Alabama, Delaware, Georgia, Hawaii, North 
Carolina, South Carolina, Tennessee, Texas, and Virginia. 
Of the 41 states that were a part of the study, 5 states had 40 or more districts each 
included in the sample. These states are: (1) California, (68 districts); (2) New York, (54 
districts); (3) Ohio, (41 districts); (4) Illinois, (40 districts); and Pennsylvania, (40 districts). 
Forty percent of all data comes from ten percent of the states. 
Of the five largest states reporting, of the ones who were surveyed (243 requests), 
200 (82%) responded with 157 districts (79%) stating that they did employ a summative 
teacher performance evaluation instrument, and 43 districts (21%) responded that they did 
not. 
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Table 2. Number and percent of summative teacher performance evaluation instruments 
requested and received per state 
Districts Districts Districts 
State Number % With % Without % Not % 
Requested Instruments Instruments Responding 
Alabama * 
Alaska 1 1% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 
Arizona 13 2% 8 62% 0 0% 5 38% 
Arkansas 14 2% 12 86% 0 0% 2 14% 
California 68 10% 36 53% 11 16% 21 31% 
Colorado ** 10 2% 5 50% 2 20% 3 30% 
Connecticut 14 2% 14 100% 0 0% 0 0% 
Delaware * 
D. C. ** 1 1% 1 100% 0 0% 0 0% 
Florida 22 4% 14 64% 5 23% 3 14% 
Georgia * 
Hawaii * 
Idaho ** 6 1% 6 100% 0 0% 0 0% 
Illinois ** 40 6% 30 75% 4 10% 6 13% 
Indiana ** 23 4% 15 65% 3 13% 5 17% 
Iowa 18 3% 10 56% 5 28% 3 17% 
Kansas 13 2% 9 69% 1 76% 3 23% 
Kentucky 14 2% 9 64% 3 21% 2 14% 
Louisiana 14 2% 7 50% 4 29% 3 21% 
Maine ** 3 1% 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 
Maryland ** 9 2% 4 44% 2 22% 3 33% 
Massachusetts ** 22 4% 13 59% 5 23% 4 18% 
Michigan ** 39 6% 25 64% 5 13% 9 23% 
* States where evaluation instruments are mandated 
** States with no mandated teacher evaluation requirements 
% Stands for the percent of number requested 
Table 2 (cont.) 
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Districts Districts Districts 
State Number % With % Without % Not % 
Requested Instruments Instruments Responding 
Minnesota ** 22 4% 17 77% 2 9% 3 14% 
Mississippi 13 2% 9 69% 1 8% 3 23% 
Missouri ** 23 4% 19 83% 2 9% 2 9% 
Montana ** 4 1% 1 25% 2 50% 1 25% 
Nebraska 10 2% 7 70% 2 20% 1 10% 
Nevada 2 1% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 
New Hampshire ** 4 1% 0 0% 0 0% 4 100% 
New Jersey 34 5% 21 62% 5 15% 8 24% 
New Mexico 5 1% 3 60% 1 20% 1 20% 
New York ** 54 8% 33 61% 14 26% 7 13% 
North Carolina * 
North Dakota ** 3 1% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 
Ohio 41 6% 29 71% 7 17% 5 12% 
Oklahoma 19 3% 13 68% 3 16% 3 16% 
Oregon 12 2% 9 75% 1 8% 2 17% 
Pennsylvania 40 6% 29 73% 7 18% 4 10% 
Rhode Island ** 4 1% 3 75% 0 0% 1 25% 
South Carolina * 
South Dakota 5 1% 2 40% 1 20% 2 40% 
Tennessee * 
Texas * 
Utah ** 7 1% 4 57% 1 14% 2 29% 
Vermont ** 3 1% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 
Virginia * 
Washington 16 3% 12 75% 1 6% 3 19% 
West Virginia 10 2% 5 50% 2 20% 3 30% 
Wisconsin ** 22 4% 18 82% 3 14% 1 5% 
Wyoming ** 3 1% 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 
TOTAL 700 460 66% 106 15% 134 19% 
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Demographic data and other information concerning the districts were also collected. 
Table 3 shows the district size and type using the number of teachers in the district as a 
determinant. Districts with less than 2,000 teachers were grouped into four strata that are 
predefined by the United States Department of Education. These are mid-sized city, large 
town, small town, and rural town. 
Table 3. Distribution of districts by size and type 
Locale Number of Teachers 
# of Districts 
Responding 
Large central city 2,000 or more 48 
Mid-sized city 600 - 1,999 69 
Large town 250 599 99 
Small town 120 249 111 
Rural town 20 119 133 
TOTAL 460 
Source: United States Department of Education Common Core of Data Public School 
Universe, 1987-88. 
This study focused on the purpose(s) for which the evaluation instrument is used by 
districts, types of instruments used, and components that comprise the instruments which 
include categories, criteria, response modes, rating scales, and comment sections. 
Purposes of the Evaluation Instrument 
Districts were asked to identify the primary purposes of the teacher evaluation 
system. Table 4 presents the purposes of teacher evaluation identified by the 460 school 
39 
districts. The greatest proportion of districts (27%) identified "growth only" as a primary 
purpose for teacher evaluation. The second most commonly identified purpose was 
"accountability only," (23%). "Teacher termination" was the least likely to be a primary 
purpose of evaluation, (5%); while "pay" was the second least likely purpose of teacher 
evaluation, (7%). Fifteen percent of the districts indicated the evaluation was for multiple 
purposes. The seven purposes given could be placed in three basic categories: growth, 
multipurpose, and accountability which would include tenure, remediation, pay, and 
termination. Two hundred sixty-two districts (58%) indicated that their primary purpose for 
evaluating teachers is in the area of accountability. 
Table 4. Number and percent of districts reporting primary purpose(s) of evaluation 
Purpose of the Number of 
Evaluation Instrument Districts Percent 
Growth only 127 27 
Accountability only 104 23 
Multiple purposes 71 15 
Tenure only 63 14 
Remediation only 40 9 
Pay only 32 7 
Termination only 23 5 
TOTAL 460 100 
40 
Evaluation instruments classified according to type 
The 460 instruments were analyzed to identify the major elements contained in 
instruments used in school districts. Six elements are used to identify major instruments in 
use, resulting in five basic types of instiuments. These six elements are fundamental to many 
evaluation instruments and used in combinations, characterize the five major types of 
instruments in use. The elements are: (1) category, (2) criteria, (3) checklist, (4) rating 
scale, (5) narrative, and (6) performance standard. Five basic types of instruments were 
identified: (1) category/criteria/checklist, (2) category/criteria/rating scale, (3) 
category/criteria/narrative, (4) category/narrative, and (5) category/criteria/performance 
standard. All 460 of the types utilize categories. 
A category describes the fundamental classes into which evaluation criteria can be 
distributed. A criterion is a specific teaching behavior or characteristic that identifies the 
skill, behavior, or characteristic upon which the evaluatee will be evaluated. A checklist 
provides evaluators with a list of behaviors and traits and asks the evaluator whether the 
evaluatee demonstrated this behavior. A rating scale, one of the oldest and most widely used 
formal models of evaluation, is used to rate traits, behaviors, processes, and outcomes that 
are related to positive student outcomes. Narratives are written summaries that describe 
performance and provide anectodal feedback to the employee. Performance standards reflect 
a measure of job expectations and describe what is expected to meet the criterion. 
Table 5 shows that of the 460 summative evaluation instruments received, 309 (67%) 
were category/criteria/rating scales, 78 (17%) were category/criteria/narratives, 49 (11%) 
were category/criteria/checklists, 13 (3%) were category/narratives, and 11 (3%) were 
category/criteria/performance standiu-ds. 
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Table 5. Types of evaluation instruments 
Type Districts Percent 
Category/Criteria/Rating Scale 309 67 
Category/Criteria/Narrative 78 17 
Category/Criteria/Checklist 49 11 
Category/Narrative 13 3 
Category/Criteria/Performance Standard 11 2 
TOTAL 460 100 
Categories 
A frequency count of categories on evaluation instruments was used to determine the 
five major categories districts used to evaluate performance. While categories varied from 
district to district, the most frequently used categories on the summative teacher performance 
evaluation instruments are shown in Table 6. The categories represent broad areas in which 
teachers are evaluated. Categories have a number of varied names. The five major 
categories selected were: (1) Instruction, (2) Classroom Management, (3) Interpersonal 
Relations, (4) Personal Characteristics, and (5) Professional Responsibilities. The two 
categories, instruction and classroom management, were universally used. The remaining 
three were used at least on 77 percent of the instruments. 
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Table 6. Number and percent of major categories on evaluation instruments (N=460) 
Category Number of Instruments Percent 
Instruction 460 100 
Classroom Management 460 100 
Interpersonal Relations 366 79 
Personal Characteristics 365 78 
Professional Responsibilities 356 77 
Criteria 
Tables 7 through 11 show the primary evaluative criteria employed for each of the 
five major categories and those criteria that appeared on more than 20 percent of the 
instruments in each of those categories. Because instruction is a very broad category, not 
only were the top five criteria included but criteria that appeared on at least 40 percent of the 
instruments were also included. Ninety-one of the 460 districts used an open-ended 
instrument, the narrative, employing only categories with no criteria. Therefore, the number 
of districts reported is 369. This number is consistent for Tables 7 through 13 of this study. 
Table 7 shows that of the 369 districts (100%) included, there was use of a variety of media 
and techniques. Less than half of the reporting districts employ "providing positive 
reinforcement" as a criteria (44%). Teachers are routinely evaluated on knowledge of 
subject matter, evaluation of students, and the manner in which they present the subject 
matter to students. 
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Table 7. Number and percent of criteria employed for the category, "Instruction" (N=369) 
Criteria # of Districts Percent 
1. Employs a variety of instructional media 
and instructional techniques 369 100 
2. Shows written evidence of preparation for classes 358 97 
3. Knowledgeable of subject matter 349 95 
4. Provides for attention to individual differences 348 94 
5. Evaluates students 315 85 
6. Reviews teacher made test results and quizzes 
with students 
244 66 
7. Presents subject matter according to guidelines, 
policies, procedures,and philosophy 230 62 
8. Provides positive reinforcement 202 44 
Table 8 shows the criteria employed for the category, "classroom management." All 
of the districts included on their instrument a criterion that reflects "establishing an 
environment conducive to learning," while 36 percent employ "establishing efficient 
classroom routine." Still many districts recognize discipline, safe orderly classrooms, and 
positive working relationships as important and employ them 72 percent, 66 percent, and 61 
percent respectively on instruments. 
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Table 8. Number and percent of criteria employed for the category, "Classroom 
Management" (N=369) 
Criteria # of Districts Percent 
1. Establishes an environment conducive to learning 369 100 
2. Disciplines in a fair and positive manner 266 72 
3. Provides a safe and orderly classroom 243 66 
4. Has a positive working relationship with students 225 61 
5. Establishes efficient classroom routine 133 36 
Table 9 shows the criteria for "professional responsibilities." Ninety-three percent of 
the districts employed "completes reports accurately and submits them on time," and 92 
percent employed "participation in professional development activities" on the instrument. 
Fifty-six percent (207 districts) had criteria that reflected "home-school communication" and 
"a willingness to meet with parents" on their instrument. Participation in professional 
activities, observing school policies, and a willingness to meet with parents are three other 
criteria that support professional responsibilities on evaluation instruments. 
Table 9. Number and percent of criteria employed for the category, "Professional 
Responsibilities" (N=369) 
Criteria # of Districts Percent 
1. Completes reports accurately and submits them on time 345 93 
2. Participates in professional development activities 341 92 
3. Observes school policies and procedures 230 62 
4. Is willing to meet with parents 207 56 
5. Encourages home-school communication (notes, phone 
calls, conferences) 207 56 
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Table 10 shows the criteria used to describe the category, "personal characteristics." 
"Clear speech" was used on 81 percent of the summative evaluation instruments; 
"appearance," 62 percent; "enthusiasm," 56 percent; "cooperation," 37 percent, "intiative," 
31; with "exhibits poise, confidence, and self-control" employed on 24 percent of the 
instruments. 
Table 10. Number and percent of criteria employed for the category, "Personal 
Characteristics" (N=369) 
Criteria # of Districts Percent 
1. Uses clear speech 299 81 
2. Exhibits neat, attractive, professional personal 
appearance 230 62 
3. Exhibits enthusiasm 207 56 
4. Is cooperative 138 37 
5. Exhibits initiative 115 31 
6. Exhibits poise, confidence, and self-control 92 24 
Table 11 shows criteria that reflect "interpersonal relations." "Establishing positive 
relationships with students and parents" was employed by 366 districts (99%) on the 
instruments; 133 districts (36%) included "effectively working with personnel"; while 
"willingly shares knowledge and materials" appeared on 92 of the instruments (25%) along 
with "accepts constructive criticism" which appeared on 92 instruments (25%). 
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Table 11. Number of and percent of criteria employed for the category, "Interpersonal 
Relations" (N= 369) 
Criteria # of Districts Percent 
1. Establishes positive relationships with students 
and parents 366 99 
2. Works effectively with school personnel 133 36 
3. Willingly shares knowledge and materials 92 25 
4. Accepts constructive criticism 92 25 
Number of criteria 
Criteria, as previously noted, are employed to aid in rating performance for each 
category. These criteria define or describe expected teacher behavior. A frequency count 
was used to determine the number of criteria in use on district instruments. Table 12 
presents the number of criteria employed on teacher evaluation instruments, and the number 
of school districts whose instruments contain the corresponding number of criteria. The 
number of criteria employed on instruments range from 4 to 28. Seventy-five districts (20%) 
use 16 criteria, while 42 districts (11%) have only 4 criteria. One hundred ninety-five 
districts (54%) employ between 14 and 19 criteria to evaluate teacher performance. 
Table 12. Number of criteria employed on evaluation instruments by districts (N=369) 
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Number of Criteria Number of Districts Percent of Districts 
4 42 11 
5 3 . 8 
6 10 3 
7 21 6 
8 10 3 
9 9 2 
10 10 3 
11 10 3 
12 19 5 
13 11 3 
14 29 8 
15 25 8 
16 75 20 
17 22 6 
18 23 6 
19 21 6 
20 13 4 
21 12 3 
22 5 1 
23 7 2 
24 1 2 
25 1 2 
26 1 2 
27 0 0 
28 1 2 
TOTAL 369 100 
Note. Mean = 16.4 
Placement of the criteria 
Instruments were examined to determine whether criteria were embedded within the 
instrument or provided separately. As shown in Table Thirteen, 257 districts (70%) had 
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criteria that were embedded in the instrument; that is, the criteria followed directly after the 
category for which they were to be used, while 112 districts (30%) had criteria that were 
separate from the category. 
Table 13. Placement of the criteria on the evaluation instrument (N=369) 
Number Percent 
Embedded 257 70 
Listed Separately 112 30 
The response modes 
The response mode provides the vehicle for the evaluator to rate the performance on 
the evaluation instrument. The most common type of response mode in use, as shown in 
Table 14, is the rating scale. Three hundred nine districts (67%) employ this type of mode. 
Sixty districts (13%) employ a checklist. This includes instruments that are category/criteria/ 
checklist (49) and category/criteria/performance standard (11). Ninety-one districts (20%) 
employ a narrative mode. 
Table 14. Types of response modes on evaluation instruments (N=460) 
Number of Districts 
Type of Response Mode Using the Mode Percent 
Rating Scales 309 67 
Checklist (includes Performance Standard) 60 13 
Narrative 91 20 
TOTAL 460 100 
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Rating scales 
Rating scales are one of the oldest and most widely used formal evaluation modes in 
evaluations today. These scales assess traits, behaviors, processes, and outcomes that 
teachers are expected to demonstrate. Rating scales are vehicles for placing a value on the 
performance of an employee. Rating scales are used extensively in performance appraisal. 
The possibilities for variation in the labeling of scales range from giving no labels at all to 
giving lengthy textual descriptions of each point. Scales with behavioral descriptive points 
are known as Behaviorally Anchored Rating Scales (BARS) and are primarily used in the 
private sector. Of the districts in this study, none employ BARS. 
Likert scales employ various choices expressing different degrees of agreement or 
disagreement and can be divided into three basic categories: (1) verbal continuous scales in 
which each of the scale points are given a simple verbal label, (2) verbal end-anchored scales 
in which end points are given labels but none of the other points, and (3) undifferentiated 
weight numerical scales in which the points are numbered but not given verbal descriptions. 
As Table 15 shows, of the three types of rating scales used, the verbal end-anchored 
scale is the most prevalent. One hundred twenty-nine districts (42%) employ this type of 
scale with the anchors ranging from one to seven. The anchors frequently used are high and 
low; acceptable, unacceptable; or poor, outstanding. One hundred fifteen districts (37%) use 
the verbal continuous scale. These scales utilize words and phrases such as outstanding, 
excellent, satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. A very few scales utilize "poor" on their 
instrument. Sixty-five districts (22%) use the undifferentiated weight numerical scale. 
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Table 15. Types of rating scales on evaluation instruments (N=309) 
Type of Rating Scale Number of Districts Percent 
Verbal 
End-Anchored 129 41 
Continuous 115 37 
Undifferentiated Weight Numerical 65 22 
TOTAL 309 100 
The use of comment sections on evaluation instruments 
The primary purpose for the comment section is to allow the evaluator to enlarge 
upon his/her assessment of the evaluatee. The comment section provides an excellent 
opportunity for the evaluator to provide specific information to the evaluatee. As Table 16 
indicates, 361 districts provided comment sections on their evaluation instruments. These 
are usually at the end of the evaluation instrument which encourage an overall comment 
about the performance from the evaluator. 
Table 16. Comment sections on evaluation instruments (N=460) 
Number Percent 
Comment sections on instrument 361 
Instrument without comment sections 99 
78 
22 
Independent Variables 
I Size of district 
I Purpose of evaluation 
P r e d i c t  
Dependent Variables 
Character of the Evaluation Instrument 
I Types of instrument 
I Types of response modes 
I Types of rating scales 
^ Categories used 
I Criteria listed 
> Position of criteria on instrument 
I Use of comment sections 
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Hypotheses Testing 
The seven hypotheses which provided the framework and focus for this study are 
stated in operational form below and in the null later in this chapter. 
Hypothesis 1 : The type of summative teacher performance evaluation instrument 
used is dependent on the size of the district. 
Hypothesis 2: The type of summative teacher performance evaluation instrument 
used is dependent on the purpose for which the evaluation instrument is designed. 
Hypothesis 3: The purpose of the evaluation instrument is dependent on the size of 
the district. 
Hypothesis 4: The type of response mode used is dependent on the purpose of the 
evaluation instrument. 
Hypothesis 5: The type of response mode used is dependent on the size of the school 
district. 
Hypothesis 6: The type of rating scale used is dependent on the purpose of the 
evaluation instrument. 
Hypothesis 7: The type of rating scale used is dependent on the size of the school 
district. 
Below are the null hypotheses and the results of hypotheses testing. Cross-tabulation 
and Chi-Square were used to test hypotheses and the relationship of kinds of evaluation 
instruments to purpose and size, location of criteria to purpose and size of the districts, types 
of response modes and rating scales used to district size, and purpose of the instrument. 
Significance was set at the .05 level. Where significance was greater than the .05 level, the 
hypothesis was rejected. 
Hypothesis 1: There is no significant relationship between the size of the school 
district and the type of evaluation instrument in use. 
This hypothesis was formulated to determine if the type of evaluation instrument used 
was related to the size of the school district. Table 17 shows the number of teachers per 
district and the number and percent to which the districts use various instruments. The 
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category/criteria rating scale was the predominant type of instrument used. The 
catergory/performance standard is used the least. On Table 17 the Yates Corrected Chi-
Square value was 37.117 with a significance of 0.0035; therefore, the relationship between 
the size of the district and the type of instrument was significant, and the hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Table 17. Grouped teacher size of districts by type of evaluation instrument (N=460) 
Category/ 
Category/ Category/ Category/ Criteria/ 
Criteria/ Criteria' Criteria/ Category/ Perfonnance 
Group Districts Rating Scale Checklist Narrative Narrative Standard 
Rural town 121 72 2 39 5 3 
26% 60% 1% 32% 4% 2% 
Small town 110 81 3 21 3 2 
24% 74% 3% 19% 3% 1% 
Large town 115 93 7 11 2 2. 
25% 80% 6% 10% 2% 2% 
Mid-sized city 62 39 14 4 2 3 
14% 63% 23% 6% 3% 5% 
Large central city 52 24 23 3 1 1 
11% 46% 44% 6% 2% 2% 
TOTAL 460 309 49 78 13 11 
66% 11% 17% 3% 3% 
Note. Chi-Square=37.117, df=20, P<.05, Significance=0.0035 
Hypothesis 2: There is no significant relationship between the type of summative 
teacher performance evaluation instrument used and the purpose for which the evaluation 
instrument is designed. 
This hypothesis was developed to determine if there was a relationship between the 
type of evaluation instrument in use and the purpose for which the instrument was designed, 
Table 18 shows 309 of the 460 instruments were category/criteria/rating scales. Where 
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districts used the instrument for multiple purposes, there was less than a 20% difference in 
the number of districts employing category/criteria/rating scales and those employing 
category/criteria/narratives. The rating scale was employed significantly more for tenure 
than was the category/criteria/checklist. Districts did not utilize the category/narrative at all 
when their identified purpose was tenure or termination. While 90% of the districts used the 
category/criteria rating scale for growth, only 30% utilized the same type of instrument for 
remediation. 
On Table 18 the Chi-Square value was 41.860 with a significance of 0.0311; therefore, the 
relationship between the type of instrument used and the purpose for which the instrument 
was designed is significant, and the hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 18. Primary purpose of evaluation by type of instrument (N=460) 
Category/ 
Purpose Districts 
Category/ 
Criteria/ 
Rating Scale 
Category/ 
Criteria/ 
Checklist 
Category/ 
Criteria/ 
Narrative 
Category/ 
Narrative 
Criteria/ 
Perfonnance 
Standard 
Growth 127 115 2 7 2 1 
28% 90% 2% 6% 1% 1% 
Accountability 104 80 2 16 2 4 
23% 77% 2% 15% 2% 4% 
Multipurpose 71 38 2 26 3 2 
15% 54% 3% 35% 5% 3% 
Tenure 63 45 15 2 0 1 
14% 72% 22% 4% 0% 2% 
Remediation 40 12 7 15 5 1 
9% 30% 18% 36% 13% 3% 
Pay 32 10 12 9 1 0 
7% 32% 35% 29% 4% 0% 
Termination 23 9 9 3 0 2 
5% 39% 39% 13% 0% 9% 
TOTAL 460 309 49 78 13 11 
66% 11% 17% 3% 3% 
Note. Chi-Square=41.860, df=24, P<.05, Significance=0.0311 
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Hypothesis 3: There is no significant relationship between the size of the district 
and the purpose of the evaluation instrument. 
The purpose of this hypothesis was to ascertain if there was a relationship between 
the purpose of the evaluation instrument and the size of the school district. 
Table 19 shows the size of the district and the purposes for which the evaluation 
instruments are used. There was a consistency across all teacher-size districts of those who 
used the evaluation instrument for teacher growth only. 
One hundred twenty-seven (127) districts indicated teacher growth with 
accountability being identified across all teacher-size districts as the second purpose for the 
use of the instrument with 104 districts responding thusly. The least likely use of the 
instrument was distinguished as being teacher termination with 23 districts indicating data 
for termination as a function of the evaluation instrument. Rural towns are less likely to 
utilize the evaluation instrument for pay or termination. Large towns and large central cities 
appear to employ the instrument more in making decisions about termination. 
Table 19 shows the Chi-Square value to be 35,172 with a significance of 0.0243; 
therefore, the relationship between the purpose of the evaluation instrument and the district 
size was significant, and the hypothesis was rejected. 
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Table 19. Purpose of the evaluation instrument and district size (N=460) 
Purpose Districts 
Rural 
Town 
Small 
Town If Mid-sized City J^ge Central City 
Growth only 127 34 29 27 19 18 
28% 26% 22% 21% 15% 14% 
Accountability 104 28 27 21 20 8 
23% 27% 25% 20% 19% 7% 
Multipurpose 71 22 16 16 8 9 
15% 30% 22% 22% 11% 13% 
Tenure only 63 18 15 14 10 6 
14% 28% 23% 22% 15% 9% 
Remediation only 40 12 13 11 2 2 
9% 30% 33% 27% 5% 5% 
Pay only 32 4 6 17 1 4 
7% 12% 18% 53% 3% 12% 
Termination 23 3 4 9 2 5 
5% 13% 17% 39% 8% 21% 
TOTAL 460 121 110 115 62 52 
26% 24% 25% 14% 11% 
Note. Chi-Square=35.172, df=24, P<.05, Significance=0.0243 
Hypothesis 4: There is no significant relationship between the type of response mode 
used on evaluation instruments and the purpose for which the instrument is being used. 
Table 20 shows that districts utilized the rating scale modes to a great degree. The 
rating scale is used in 58 districts that cited tenure as a purpose for employing the rating scale 
mode. Checklists are not used for purposes of tenure, remediation, or termination; and 
narratives are rarely used for termination purposes (13%). For districts citing growth as their 
primary purpose for evaluating, checklist and narrative usage was almost evenly split, 19% 
and 18% respectively. On Table 20, the Yates Corrected Chi-Square value was 15.811 with 
a significance of 0.0120; therefore, the relationship between the type of response mode used 
and the purpose of the evaluation instrument was significant, and the hypothesis was 
rejected. 
Table 20. Types of response modes and purpose of the evaluation instrument (N=460) 
Number Rating Scale Checklist Narratives 
Growth 127 79 25 23 
28% 63% 19% 18% 
Accountability 104 66 19 19 
23% 64% 18% 18% 
Multi-purpose 71 45 12 14 
15% 63% 16% 21% 
Tenure 63 58 0 5 
14% 92% 0% 8% 
Remediation 40 22 0 18 
9% 55% 0% 45% 
Pay 32 19 4 9 
7% 59% 13% 28% 
Termination 23 20 0 3 
5% 87% 0% 13% 
TOTAL 460 309 60 91 
67% 13% 20% 
Note. Chi-Square=15.811, df=6, P<.05, Significance=0.0120 
Hypothesis 5: There is no significant relationship between the type of response mode 
used on evaluation instruments and the size of the district. 
This hypothesis was developed to ascertain if a relationship existed between the type 
of response mode used and the size of the school district utilizing the evaluation instrument. 
Both response modes were employed in 11 districts each (23%). Smaller districts (under 
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600) use rating scales more than larger districts. Narratives are varied in their use in districts. 
Table 21 shows the Chi-Square value was 14.95 with a significance of 0.0035; therefore, the 
relationship between the type of response mode used on evaluation instruments and the size 
of the school district was significant, and the hypothesis was rejected. 
Table 21. Types of response modes used and the size of the school district (N=460) 
Size of District 
(Teachers) Districts Rating Scale Checklist Narrative 
Rural town 121 81 9 31 
26% 66% 8% 26% 
Small town 110 81 11 18 
24% 74% 10% 16% 
Large town 115 84 15 16 
25% 73% 13% 14% 
Mid-sized city 62 34 13 15 
14% 55% 21% 24% 
Large central city 52 29 12 11 
11% 56% 23% 21% 
TOTAL 460 309 60 91 
67% 13% 20% 
Note. Chi-Square=14.95, df=10, P<.05, Significance=0.0035 
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Hypothesis 6: There is no significant relationship between the type of rating scale 
used on evaluation instruments and the purpose of the evaluation instrument. 
This hypothesis was developed to test if there existed a relationship between the type 
of rating scale used on evaluation instruments and the purpose for which the instrument was 
designed. Verbal scales can be end-anchored, in which the end points are given labels; or 
continuous, in which each point is given a verbal label. The end-anchored verbal scales 
employ descriptors such as l=high, 5=low; l=significant strength, 5=unacceptable; while the 
verbal continuous scale employs a multiplicity of descriptors: excellent, above average, 
average, needs improvement, unsatisfactory, outstanding, good, effective, unacceptable, 
proficient, exemplary. A very few districts use the descriptor "poor" on the scale. 
Table 22 summarizes the results of the Chi-Square testing used to test the hypothesis. 
Districts use evaluation instruments for a variety of different purposes. Ninety-one school 
districts did not use any type of rating scale as they employ a narrative-type evaluation 
instrument. An additional 60 districts employ a checklist and do not have a rating scale. 
These districts are not included in this table. The verbal scale is used to a greater degree than 
the undifferentiated weight numerical scale. In those districts that cited pay as a primary 
purpose, the verbal scale is employed on 94 percent of the instruments, while the 
undifferentiated weight numerical scale is used only on six percent of the instruments when 
pay is cited as the primary purpose. On Table 22, the Yates Corrected Chi-Square value was 
12.77 with a significance of 0.0759; therefore, the relationship between the different 
purposes evaluation instruments are used for and the types of rating scales used was not 
significant. The hypothesis was not rejected. 
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Table 22. Types of rating scales used and the purpose of the evaluation instrument (N=309) 
Number Using Undifferentiated 
Purpose Rating Scale Verbal Weight Numerical 
Growth 79 59 20 
26% 75% 25% 
Accountability 66 54 12 
21% 82% 18% 
Multipurpose 45 36 9 
15% 80% 20% 
Tenure 58 43 15 
19% 74% 26% 
Remediation 22 18 4 
7% 82% 18% 
Pay 19 18 1 
6% 94% 6% 
Termination 20 16 4 
6% 80% 20% 
TOTAL 309 244 65 
66% 79% 21% 
Note. Chi-Square= 12.77, df=6, P<.05, Significance=0.0759 
Hypothesis 7: There is no significant relationship between the type of rating scale 
used and the size of the district. 
This hypothesis was developed to determine if there was a relationship between the 
type of rating scales used by districts and the size of the school district. Districts of all sizes 
utilized the verbal scale (244 districts). Districts with 2,000 or more teachers had almost an 
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even split between the number of districts employing verbal scales (14 districts) and those 
employing undifferentiated weight numerical scales (12 districts). As previously stated, 91 
districts utilize a narrative, and 60 districts employ a checklist and do not use any type of 
scale. Table 23 shows the Chi-Square value was 14,955 with a significance of 0,0600; 
therefore, the relationship between the size of the school district and the type of rating scale 
used was not significant, and failed to reject the hypothesis. 
Table 23. Type of rating scale used and the size of the school district (N=309) 
Size 
Number using 
Rating Scale Verbal 
Undifferentiated 
Weight Numerical 
Rural town 93 79 14 
30% 85% 15% 
Small town 81 69 12 
26% 85% 15% 
Large town 68 52 16 
22% 76% 24% 
Mid-sized city 41 30 11 
13% 73% 27% 
Large central city 26 14 12 
9% 54% 46% 
TOTAL 309 244 65 
66% 79% 21% 
Note, Chi-Square=14.955, df=5, P<.05, Significance=0,0600 
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CHAPTER V 
SUMMARY, CONCLUSIONS, LIMITATIONS, DISCUSSIONS, 
AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
Summary; Overview of the Study 
When crises challenge the foundation of society, Americans tend to look to the 
educational system for solutions. Taxpayers may be willing, during those times, to increase 
funds for educational programs but with that funding usually comes a mandate for increased 
accountability. Additionally, legislative mandates of the 1980s call for strict assessments of 
student achievement, teacher performance, and administrative effectiveness. When this 
becomes a focus, there is usually an emerging and intense interest in teacher and 
administrative evaluation and the process and instrumentation used in that process. School 
systems are unique. Each has its own set of goals, strengths, and problems. A single 
evaluation system cannot address all systems adequately. 
There were 700 districts divided into five appropriate size categories drawn from a 
total population of 9,760 in 40 states and the District of Columbia. States mandating 
evaluation procedures and instruments were not included in this study. A total of 566 
districts responded or 81 percent of the sample responded to the request for information 
regarding their use or nonuse of summative teacher performance evaluation instruments. 
Four hundred and sixty districts use summative instruments, 106 do not use summative 
instruments, and 134 districts did not respond at all. 
This study provides a critical analysis of summative teacher performance evaluation 
instruments being used nationally. This investigation focused on the components and format 
of these instruments. More specifically, this study examined the current status of summative 
teacher performance evaluation instruments by ascertaining: (a) the purposes for which the 
instruments are used, (b) the types of instruments in use, (c) the types of categories and 
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criteria in use, (d) the types of response modes in use, (e) the types of rating scales in use, 
and (f) the extent to which comment sections are included on the evaluation instrument. 
Conclusions: Overview of Results 
The findings of this study reported in Chapter IV are supported by the statistical 
analysis of data and are subject to the limitations of the study as stated in Chapter I. The 
findings support the following conclusions: 
1. Despite the demand for public school accountability, districts still do not 
have summative teacher evaluation instruments. Of the 566 districts 
responding, 106 did not have a summative teacher performance evaluation 
instrument. Summative instruments help to address the public's concerns by 
providing data to support personnel decisions such as granting tenure, terminating 
unsatisfactory teachers, and rewarding outstanding teachers. Summative 
evaluations may also provide teachers with data for growth. There is a need to 
determine why 18 percent do not have instruments and to understand how these 
districts help teachers grow, provide feedback to teachers, and address concerns 
from their constituency about teacher accountability. A summative evaluation 
instrument is helpful to districts in gaining public trust and support. A 
comprehensive teacher evaluation instrument is neither simple to develop nor use. 
It is, however, essential to improving the quality of public education. 
2. Most districts use summative evaluation instruments for accountability 
purposes. Even though the literature indicates that the primary purpose of 
evaluating teachers should be for the purpose of growth, 58 percent of the districts 
used the evaluation instrument to assure accountability. There is arise in the 
public demand for accountability which includes teacher tenure, termination, and 
remediation. Although reforms call for districts to provide monetary rewards for 
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outstanding teachers, there is also pressure from boards of education to show 
increased student outcomes. There is also continued pressure from teacher unions 
insisting on data that substantiates personnel decisions. 
If the evaluation process is to enable teachers to grow and thus become more 
effective, it is reasonable to assume that the evaluation instrument be designed 
with that end in mind. However, only 27 percent of the reporting districts employ 
the instrument to enhance teacher growth. It could be that more teachers are 
likely to be terminated as the result of an evaluation instrument than are provided 
information to enhance their growth. Implicit in the findings is the need for 
greater understanding of the relationship between teacher evaluation, teacher 
growth, and the summative instrument. It is essential that summative evaluation 
instruments will be designed not only to assure accountability but help teachers 
improve their performance. 
3. The predominant format used by school districts is the category/criteria/ 
rating scale. All instruments have categories which are broad areas on which 
teachers are evaluated. Most instruments have criteria that define the categories. 
Utilizing the categories and criteria is sound practice in that it clearly shows 
teachers the areas and responsibilities that they will be evaluated on. What 
actually differentiates the instruments is the format that they use. Most districts 
use rating scales. This is not surprising. Rating scales are simple and easy to 
administer and can discriminate and differentiate teacher performance. They also 
provide a means for ranking teachers if the district desires to do so. Rating scales 
are also easy to construct and clearly indicate to teachers where they are in their 
performance. Most of this is tied to the issue of accountability. Because the 
rating scale distinguishes the top performers from the average and the even above 
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average teachers, evaluators can more easily communicate to teachers the quality 
of their performance on various aspects of their jobs. 
Other formats are being used. They are category/criteria/narrative, 
category/criteria/checklist, category/narrative, and category/criteria/performance 
standard. Of these, the category/criteria/performance standard is used the least. 
A lack of researched-based standards has hindered the process of assessing 
teachers using standards. 
It is disappointing that narratives are not used more because they provide 
teachers with more in-depth feedback thus promoting teacher growth. Yet, only 
14 percent of the districts use a narrative format. Perhaps it is because narratives 
are more time consuming and do not clearly specify a level of performance. The 
checklist only provides for the evaluator to mark the presence or absence of a 
behavior or demonstiated skill. These instruments do not speak to the quality of 
the performance of the teacher and provide little help to teachers for growth. 
4. There are five broad categories on which teachers are evaluated and criteria 
that define those categories. These categories are instruction, classroom 
management, interpersonal relations, personal characteristics, and professional 
responsibilities. These five categories define what districts expect or require of 
teachers. While some summative evaluation instruments of the 460 districts did 
not always employ all five of these categories, instruction and classroom 
management are included on all instruments. The three other categories are used 
less frequently. The categories are accompanied by criteria that define 
performance in the category. These criteria help teachers understand what 
behaviors are expected of tliem and help evaluators know what to look for. 
66 
Eight criteria were frequently used to define what teachers will be measured 
on in the area of instruction. The use of a variety of instructional media and 
instructional techniques was listed on all 460 instruments. Written evidence of 
preparation for classes, knowledge of subject matter, evidence of providing for 
attention to individual differences are also typically used to measure teachers in 
instruction. This would indicate that districts realize that teachers need to do 
more than just instruct students; that they need to be proficient planners, know 
their material, and present it well. Reviewing teacher-made test results with 
students and presenting material according to guidelines appeared less frequently 
on evaluation instruments. One might argue that students, in order not to make 
the same errors, need to know how well they did on teacher-made tests, and why 
their responses were incorrect. A review of teacher-made tests would provide this 
type of feedback to students and also give teachers more insight into whether the 
student had not mastered the information or made an error in selecting the correct 
response. 
All districts included classroom management as a major category on which 
teachers should be evaluated. As important as instruction is, teachers have 
difficulty with instructing effectively unless classroom management is conducive 
to teaching and learning. The teacher's ability to provide an environment 
conducive to learning was listed on all instruments. Additionally, districts listed 
providing a safe, orderly classroom on the instrument, which indicates that 
districts saw the correlation between an environment conducive to learning and 
one that was safe and orderly. This is not surprising given the research on 
effective schools that indicates a safe, orderly environment is important. Other 
criteria teachers are evaluated on are the extent to which they discipline students 
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in a fair and positive manner, have positive relationships with students, and 
establish classroom routines. These eight criteria appear most appropriate. For 
example, requiring teachers to be positive when they discipline students helps 
them to discipline with dignity. It is encouraging that districts are recognizing the 
importance of providing students with routines that maximize the use of time on 
task and time in the classroom. 
Categories concerning instruction and classroom management constitute the 
core of an evaluation instrument in most districts but teacher performance is too 
complex to be limited to these two categories. Three other categories focus 
evaluation on other important aspects necessary for teacher performance. Criteria 
in these categories vary greatly and tend to be reflective of the district's direction 
and biases. 
Professional responsibilities appear on over 75 percent of the instruments. 
The predominant criteria include completing reports accurately and on time and 
participating in professional development activities. It is encouraging that 
districts place value on teacher participation in professional development 
activities as these activities should help teachers develop needed skills and 
knowledge. It is also logical to expect that reports be complete and accurate. 
Reports, when incorrectly done or not completed in a timely manner, may cost the 
district money or deprive central office or the building administration of valuable 
information. Slightly more than half of the reporting districts also included a 
willingness to meet with parents and home-school communication in professional 
responsibilities. 
Personal characteristics are evaluated in 75 percent of the responding districts 
with clear speech appearing the main category on 81 percent of those instruments. 
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Other personal characteristics include being neat and attractive, exhibiting 
enthusiasm, and being cooperative. It seems that districts value appearance and 
good citizenship in their teachers. It is not surprising that districts expect teachers 
to be cooperative as inability to work with others usually creates friction and 
creates problems for administrators and students. Less that 25 percent of the 
districts evaluate teachers on poise, confidence, and self-control. This may be 
due to the arbitrary nature of these criteria. While poise, confidence, and self-
control may have a bearing on teacher performance, they are extremely difficult 
to evaluate in an objective manner. 
The hardest area for districts to reach agreement on was interpersonal 
relations. Only four criteria defined this category. Positive relationships with 
students and parents is on the majority of the instruments. Districts apparently 
realize that teachers need to have positive working relationships with students and 
parents to help achieve better student outcomes. This is encouraging in view of 
the need for parents to be more involved in the school and decisions in schools. 
Parents play a crucial role in the school, and schools need their support. 
In summary, the criteria selected for the five categories do not ensure the 
success of any evaluation instrument. They do, however, represent fairly 
common perceptions of good teaching as well as teacher characteristics, 
nonteaching responsibilities, and relationships. 
5. Most districts employ between 14 and 19 criteria to measure teacher 
performance. Given that there are five basic categories, die use of 14 and 19 
criteria suggests that most categories are defined by three or four criteria. One 
out of every ten districts employ only four criteria, and one out of every three 
districts evaluate teachers on less than ten criteria. This is somewhat 
69 
disappointing because they provide little direction for teachers. If criteria define 
the categories and the categories define good teaching in the district, there must 
be sufficient criteria to define effective performance in each category. If districts 
are using their instilments with insufficient criteria, these instruments may 
mislead the public, in that it may be interpreted that these are the only tilings in a 
given category that a teaclier does or is responsible for. It may also be misleading 
to teachers causing them to place emphasis on these areas to the exclusion or 
neglect of others. Administrators may also fail to concentrate on other important 
aspects of teachmg because they are not identified or measured by the summative 
evaluation instrument. 
6. The most commonly used type of response mode is the rating scale. Sixty-
seven percent of the districts use the rating scale which is twice as many as use 
the checklist and narrative combined. This is hardly surprising given the districts' 
focus on accountability. There may be other reasons. Rating scales are easy to 
construct, administer, and explain. Unlike the checklist that simply indicates the 
presence or absence of a trait or skill, the rating scale provides administrators an 
opportunity to indicate the level of the teacher's performance. When personnel 
decisions must be made, a rating scale aids and abets the decision making. It is 
also easier to use than a narrative because it requires less writing. 
7. The most frequently used rating scale is a five-point verbal scale. A five-
point scale provides an opportunity to differentiate the performance of teachers 
and helps in training evaluators to distinguish levels of performance. Fewer 
points do not allow sufficient leveling of discrimination while more points may 
result in relatively unimportant differentiation. Rating scales do have 
weaknesses. First, they lack the minimum properties necessary for accurately 
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measuring teacher performance. Second, they lack validity; and third, they are 
susceptible to the halo effect. Radng scales are somewhat useless in helping 
teachers grow as they cannot be used for diagnosis. 
Verbal anchors communicate definitions to raters. Even though the 
possibilities for variation in the labeling of scales are enormous, most districts use 
descriptors such as outstanding, excellent, satisfactory, and unsatisfactory. This 
appears to be reasonable as these are terms used and understood by teachers and 
the public in general. Very few districts utilize the term "poor" because of its 
negative effect on teachers. 
8. The size of the school district influences the purpose for which evaluation 
instruments are used. Larger districts are more concerned about addressing 
accountability issues than smaller districts. This may be because larger districts 
are typically urban, experiencing a decline in student test scores and a greater 
demand by the public for better student outcomes and achievement. Larger 
districts are more likely to have to defend personnel decisions, such as 
terminating teachers, than are smaller districts. Generally, smaller districts are 
not likely to institute merit pay nor is the press for termination as great as in larger 
districts. Larger districts are also typically more bureaucratic than are the smaller 
ones and generally have more of a need to control staff and report to the public. 
This is seen as somewhat unfortunate in that the district that probably most needs 
to promote growth is more concerned with controlling staff and keeping score 
than in helping teachers become more effective. More teachers in smaller 
districts are likely to be involved in the development of the instrument and, 
therefore, will place more emphasis on having an instrument that will help 
promote their professional growth and development. 
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Limitations 
A number of limitations resulted as by-products of the research design. The 
following factors limited the scope of the investigation. 
1. Participation in this study was voluntary. Districts not responding to the request 
to send their evaluation instruments may use the instrument in both a summative 
and formative manner. 
2. Only school districts that employed more than 20 teachers were included in this 
study. It is possible that districts with less than 20 teachers may also employ a 
summative teacher performance evaluation instrument. 
3. States with mandated teacher performance evaluation instruments were excluded. 
4. No consideration was given in this study to districts that use a formative 
evaluation instrument. 
Discussion 
This study provides evidence that was consistent with the initial expectation of the 
investigator at the onset of the study that there is a need to better understand the purposes for 
which districts evaluate teachers, types of instruments, response modes, and rating scales that 
will provide districts the type of information needed, specifically for their district and for the 
growth of the teachers that they employ. 
Researchers have established that there is a need for effective evaluation instruments 
and procedures. Further, they state that an effective evaluation instrument should have 
evaluative categories and criteria that capture the qualities and demands associated with 
being a competent teacher and helps teachers to utilize teaching strategies, methods, and 
techniques to see that students learn new concepts and skills. 
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Teacher behaviors in and out of the classroom have an impact on student 
achievement and should be accurately assessed by evaluators. The evaluation instrument, 
therefore, must be able to accomplish this assessment. It, therefore, becomes critical that 
school districts design teacher evaluation instruments which are closely related to the 
activities in which the teachers in their district participate. 
There was support in the findings for a relationship between the size of the district 
and the purpose for which the evaluation instrument is used, the type of instrument and the 
size of the district, the type of instrument used and the purpose for which the evaluation is 
done, and the type of response mode used and the purpose and size of the district. There was 
no significant support in the findings for a relationship between the type of rating scale used 
and the purpose of the evaluation instrument or the type of rating scale used and the size of 
the school district. 
Recommendations for Further Research 
Summative teacher performance evaluation instruments cannot be expected to 
improve consistentiy without a continuous systematic process of gathering, analyzing, 
utilizing, and disseminating information concerning the evaluatioi;, )cess. Below are the 
suggestions and recommendations for further researcl. 
1. This study did not examine format • evaluation instruments. Further 
investigations could be made on the types of instruments used by districts 
utilizing formative evaluation instruments. 
2. Evaluation instruments employ both high- and low-inference items. A study to 
determine the extent to which high- and low-inference items appear on evaluation 
instruments and in what specific categories should be considered. 
3. This study excluded those states that have mandated teacher performance 
evaluation instruments. A comparison study could be made examining the 
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instruments used by states with mandated systems and those without mandated 
systems. 
4. Further studies could be conducted on how the type of instrument used, the type 
of response mode selected, and the type of rating scale used on instruments were 
selected by districts. 
5. This study did not examine the legal standards associated with evaluation 
instruments. Courts use legal standards as decision criteria in personnel cases. A 
study could assess the relationship between measurement issues and legal 
standards. 
6. This study was conducted on districts that employed 20 or more teachers. To 
provide more.data concerning the use of summative evaluation instruments, 
further studies may be done on districts employing less than 20 teachers. 
7. This study did not examine the impact of district finances or geographical 
location. To provide data of greater utility, further studies could be done 
examining the impact of per pupil allocation and district geographical location on 
the type of instrument, response mode, and rating scales used by districts in 
various geographical locations and by districts that expend varying amounts of 
money on districts. 
8. Evaluation systems require the evaluator to compare actual performance against a 
set of predetermined standards of performance. These predetermined standards 
represent characteristics that designers of the instrument value. A study, 
therefore, could focus on measurement standards and biases. 
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APPENDIX A 
DATE OF LAST REVISION OF EVALUATION SYSTEM 
Among those school districts that have revised their current teacher evaluation systems, 64.0 
percent did so between 1986 and 1988. This indicates a high degree of recent activity 
regarding teacher evaluation procedures. Between 1986 and 1988, a significantly higher 
percentage of very small school districts (71.3 percent) revised their evaluation systems than 
did the large districts (56.1 percent). 
GROUP 
TOTAL 
SAMPLE LARGE MEDIUM SMALL VERY SMALL 
Date of Last Revision 
Before 1980 4.9 5.6 4.3 5.1 3.2 
1980 3.4 2.8 3.2 3.4 4.3 
1981 2.0 3.7 1.6 1.2 2.1 
1982 5.8 4.7 6.4 7.4 4.3 
1983 4.4 5.6 5.9 2.3 2.1 
1984 5.3 7.5 5.3 6.3 1.1 
1985 10.2 14.0 10.7 8.0 11.6 
1986 15.5 15.9 15.5 16.6 12.8 
1987 37.9 31.8 38.0 37.7 45.7 
1988 10.6 8.4 9.1 12.0 12.8 
Total Districts 460 75 155 143 87 
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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APPENDIX B 
DATES SCHOOL DISTRICTS CURRENT TEACHER EVALUATION 
PROCEDURES WERE INITIATED 
Nearly 60 percent of reporting school districts use teacher evaluation procedures which have 
been initiated during the 1980s, with one-third of the programs initiated between 1985 and 
1988. A significantly higher percentage of very small school districts adopted new teacher 
evaluation systems from 1985 to 1988 (43.3 percent) than either the total survey sample or 
small or medium-sized school districts. 
GROUP 
TOTAL 
SAMPLE LARGE MEDIUM SMALL VERY SMALL 
Before 1970 7.3 6.5 6.6 9.9 4.5 
1970-1979 33.1 34.7 38.6 34.0 23.0 
1980-1984 26.2 24.1 21.6 30.0 29.2 
1985 10.8 8.1 12.0 10.6 10.7 
1986 14.6 17.7 14.5 10.7 19.7 
1987 6.8 7.3 5.4 4.0 11.2 
1988 1.2 1.6 1.3 0.8 1.7 
Total Districts 460 210 122 103 25 
Total Percent 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
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APPENDIX C 
PERCENTAGE OF SCHOOL DISTRICTS THAT HAVE A FORMAL PROCEDURE 
FOR EVALUATING TEACHER PERFORMANCE 
Teacher evaluation is virtually universal, with 99.6 percent of responding school districts 
reporting that they formally evaluate probationary teachers. Nearly 99 percent of responding 
districts formally evaluate teachers who are tenured or who are on a continuing contract. 
GROUP 
TOTAL 
SAMPLE LARGE MEDIUM SMALL VERY SMALL 
Yes 68.8 78.0 75.7 66.3 53.4 
No 26.6 19.9 18.7 29.4 39.7 
No response 4.8 2.1 5.6 4.3 6.9 
TOTAL 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 100.0 
Districts 460 171 103 125 61 
APPENDIX D 
GOVERNANCE LEVEL AT WHICH TEACHER EVALUATION INSTRUMENTS 
ARE MANDATED AND DESIGNED 
(Ejects only evaluation instruments included in this study.) 
Mandated EI Stale Level 
E School Distria Level 
H Individual Sdiool Level 
APPENDIX E 
MAJOR EMPHASES THAT SCHOOL DISTRICTS PLACE ON THE PURPOSES 
OF TEACHER EVALUATION 
Improving Teacher 
Performance 94.8 
Enforcing Minimum 
Competency 68.2 
Terminating Incompetent 
Teachers 61.2 
Rewarding Outstanding 
Teachers 29.9 
1 0  2 0  
<-
30 
4-
40 
H-
50 
-H 
60 
-f-
70 8 0  9 0  1 0 0  
APPENDIX F 
MAJOR FACTORS IN TEACHER EVALUATION 
Teacher Achievement Of 
Objectives 
Checklist Of Teachers* 
Professional Behaviors 
Checklist Of Teachers* 
Personal Characteristics 
Student Achievement Of 
Learning Goals 
^ Major Pan 
B Minor Pan 
• Not a Part 
VO 
0 10 20 30 40 50 60 70 80 90 100 
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APPENDIX G 
DISTRIBUTION OF STATES BY REGION WITH NUMBER OF 
DISTRICTS FOR EACH STATE 
New England 
Connecticut 14 
Maine 3 
Massachusetts 22 
New Hampshire 4 
Rhode Island 4 
Vermont 3 
Total 50 
Mideast 
DC 1 
Maryland 9 
New Jersey 34 
New York 54 
Pennsylvania 40 
Total 138 
Great Plains 
Iowa 18 
Kansas 13 
Minnesota 22 
Missouri 23 
Nebraska 10 
North Dakota 3 
South Dakota 5 
Total 94 
Southeast 
Arkansas 14 
Florida 22 
Kentucky 14 
Louisiana 14 
Mississippi 13 
West Virginia 10 
Total 87 
Great Lakes 
Illinois 40 
Indiana 23 
Michigan 39 
Ohio 41 
Wisconsin 22 
Total 165 
Southwest 
Arizona 13 
New Mexico 5 
Oklahoma 19 
Total 37 
Rocky Mountains 
Colorado 10 
Idaho 6 
Montana 4 
Utah 7 
Wyoming 3 
Total 30 
Far West 
Alaska 1 
California 68 
Nevada 2 
Oregon 12 
Washington 16 
Total 99 
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APPENDIX H 
INFORMATION ON THE USE OF HUMAN SUBJECTS IN RESEARCH 
IOWA STATE UNIVERSITY 
(Please follow the accompanying instructions for completing this form.) 
®. Title of projcct (please type): An examination of criteria used on teacher performance 
evaluation instruments 
®, I agree to provide the proper surveillance of Ihis project to insure that the rights and 
welfare of the human subjects are properly protected. Additions to or changes In 
procedures affecting the subjects after the project has been approved will be submitted to 
the committee for review. 
Felicia Blacher-Rick 01.10-90 v 
Typed Name of Principal tnvesllgKor Da It Stgnahirt of rrindpit InvMligator ' 
294-5450 
Campus Address Campus Telephone 
Signature of others (If any) Date Relationship to Principal 
«dnvesti^lor 7 ___ 
01-10-90 Ma for Professor 
/  \  ^ '  
ATTACH an additional page(s) (A) describing your proposed research and (B) the 
sujjjects to be used, (C) Indicating any risks or discomforts to the subjects, and 
)) covering any topics checked below. CHECK all boxes applicable. 
CH Medical clearance necessary before subjects can participate 
Q Samples (blood, tissue, etc.) from subjects 
Q Administration of substances (food, drugs, etc.) to subjects 
CD Physical exercise or conditioning for subjects 
CD Deception of subjects 
Q Subjects under 14 years of age and (or) CD Subjects 14-17 years of age 
CD Subjects in institutions 
CD Research must be approved by another institution or agency 
(3). ATTACH an example of the material to be used to obtain infonned consent and CHECK 
which type will be used. 
CD Signed informed consent will be obtained 
CD Modified informed consent will be obtained 
Month Day Year 
®. Anticipated date on which subjects will be first contacted; 01 23 1990 
Anticipated date for last contact with subjects: 02 23 1990 
®. If Applicable: Anticipated date on which audio or visual tapes will be erased and (or) 
identifiers will be removed from completed survey instruments: 
Month Day Year 
d). Sign\Uum^pf Heaij or Chairperson Date Department or Administrative Unit 
(§). '^Decision/of the University Committee on the Use of Human Subjects In Research: 
13 Project approved CD Project not approved Q No ac^qn required 
Name of Committee Chairperson Date Signature of Committee Chairperson 
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APPENDIX I 
IOtiJd ^^U.II ' lZ^B'T'Slty ofScUnu aniiTeeHnofogy |  
@r«rvu% 
^mej,  fct t fa SOOtl-SWO 
Reoenrch Institute for Studies in Educntinn 
College of Educntinn 
LnKomarcino Hnll 
Telephone 615 294 7009 
January 10,1990 
Dear Colleague: 
The Educational Administration Department of Iowa State University has been involved 
in teacher performance research for many years. We are currently conducting a 
national study examining instrumentation for teacher performance evaluation. Your 
assistance in providing a copy of the instrument you use is vital, and will help 
developing more valid and reliable evaluation instruments. 
Your district is among 700 selected from the more than 15,000 school districts 
nationwide and is representative of a specific size stratification that is important to this 
study. Please help us by sending us a copy of your summative evaluation instrument by 
January 31,1990. 
Please note that we have enclosed a business reply label for you to forward your 
instrument to us at no cost to your district. Federal postal regulations require that 
when using a return business reply label, such labels be affixed to a manila envelope of 
comparable size to what is being mailed. If you do not have a district summative 
evaluation instrument, please return the enclosed form indicating that you do not have 
one. 
If you have questions, please telephone Felicia Blacher-Rick during school hours at [5151 
292-1542 or after 5:30 P.M. at [515] 292-3498. Your assistance is greatly appreciated. 
Felicia Blacher-Rick 
Doctoral Candidate 
Iowa State University 
College of Education 
N229 Lagomarcino Hall 
Ames, Iowa 50011 
rm /Sidney 
rofeséor/Section Leader 
likfcational Administration 
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lozua State ZLniversitycfscunuamncimcr^sy ^mej, Iowa SOOIt-JIfW 
District 
Research Institute for Studies in Educntinn 
College of Educntion 
Lngomarcino Hnll 
Telephone 615-294-7009 
Date 
We do not have a Summative Evaluation Instrument that is used across the district. 
(If you fill out this form, please return it to the address above. Thank you.) 
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P-138-0797 
No postage 
necessary 
if mailed 
in the 
United Stales 
BUSINESS REPLY LABEL 
• * « «1 I}» J •. ,• \NV. 
flKlnno will be tvwl l)v artcltewiw 
Iowa State University 
ISU Mail Center 
Ames, Iowa 50010 
